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The work of Blumler and Katz- (1974) has procuced a great
1nterest in the uses and gratlflcatlons approach to the study of
the mass media. Thé result of this research has been not only a

* myriad of'studles on how gratifications-obtained from the media

can be measured and applied“to various situations; but also a

number of cri%iques”on the theoretical promise the approach has

for. studylng media effects. For example -areas of interest to
researchers utlllzlng_the uses and gratlflcatlons approach have

3

?%mluded political environments (McLeod & Becker, 1974), telev1slon
: Ylew1ng hab;ts (Brown, Cramond’& Wllde, 1974), and popular culture
_(Carey & Krelllng, 197&)

Critiques, such as those written by Swanson (1977) and others,
suggest many problems with th1s approach. One such problem 1nvolves
the fallure to consider audience perceptlons of messages recelved
‘from the media. Swanson (1977) argues that such failure "... may
~deny the putatlve fundamental assumptlon of their position and
returning to a view of meaning as given in content_to,pa331ve re-
ceivers" (p. 220). Blumler (1979) suggests that researchers begin
\to‘define."actiue-ness" in terms of audience behaviors before,
'during and after receiving.; message from the media. For example,
one mlght determlne what prior expectatlons an audience member has
concernlng a message, A recent line of research has been developed
to conslder such prior expectatlons with the purpose of determlnlng
if the audience actlvely selects messages from the media.

The first . study to r‘on31der rrior expectatlons or: gratlflca—
tions sought from the medla was conducted by Palmgreen and Rayburn

(1979). They defined the dlfference between what audlences expected

and what was eventually'received as the discrepancy between grati-

o
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flcatlons sought and received. U81ng public television as the
stlmulus, respondents were asked what gratlflcatlons they sought
from televrflon,‘ln general. Then, they were asked what gratlfl—
cations the& received_or thought they‘could recelve ﬁrom public
”television. The discrepancy betWeen,gratifications souéht,and re-
ceived'were predioted to be greater for reSpondents not viewing
public telev1s1on compared to tbose who watched at least oﬁe pro—
gram_ a month The re““lts of the study generally supported the1r
hypothes1s..

Palmgreen, Wenner ' and Rayburn (1980) determlned the various
dimensions of gratifications sought and recelved for network tele-
vision news. A scale developed by the researchers measured five
dimensions: surveillance, decisional utility, entertainment, inter

personal utility and parasocial interactions. The factor structure
. for the gratlflcatlons sought items was much different from the
structure obtalned from the gratlflcatlons obtained measures. The
factor structure for the gratifications sought 1tems weres. informa
“tion seeklng, entertainment and paraSoolal utility. The gratlflca—
tions obtained dimensions included: interpersonal utlllty, enter—
talnment/paras001al interactions and surveillance. Palmgreen, et.
al. argue that the fallure to flnd five separate dimensions, as
hypothesized, was‘an artifact of watching, television news. Both
entertainment and parasocial interactions are independen% motives’
for watching‘television news. Howeﬁer, the meeting ofbthese needs‘
by telev1s1on news is 1nteract1ve- they are nOt separate dimen-

s1ons. These results do suggest that the gratifications sought

from watching televlslon news is somewhat different from those
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received from the actual v1ew1ng behav1or, desp1te the flndlngs of ’
'~ Palmgreen, et. al., that the ‘correlations between gratlflcatlons ,

sought and obtalned were much hlgher for news viewers compared‘to
-Trespondents who - d1d not watch network telev1s1on news. :

Palmgreen, Wenner and Rayburn (1981) re. analyzed theJr 1980
data for the purDose of determlnlng gratlflhatlons specific to each
of the three network evenlng news programs The prlmary hypothesls
tested'in thls qtudy“predlcted that v1ewers of a specific news pro-
gram would percelve gratlflcatlons obtalned from theil preferred
program to be greater than those poss1b1e frém the. two competltors.‘
This predlctlon was - supported as only’ four of the. 90 1tems, 30
items measurlng gratlflcatlons sought and obtained for each of the
three.networks.\ﬁid not conform to the, nypothesized modei. Theirf‘
attempt to differentiate Viewers‘of the three neWs programs using
a dlscrlmlnant arialysis found thast the gratlflcatlon items, when
con31dered as dlscrepancy scores computed by -subtracting thé gratl—
flcatlon obtained score from the correspondlng gratification 'sought
response, were significant predictors ‘of viewing haplts. However,
no attempt was made to use _the i'ddvidual-items'as predictors of
network news v1ew1ng. If the. grat flcatlon scught/obtained model.
is descrlptlve of the active audlence notion addressed above, then

v+ either the individual 1tems or thelr‘respectlve factor scores

shounld also discriminate viewers frominon-viewers.

'Wenner (1982)  has also applied the gratifications sought/ob- ,
tained model to the study of tslevision news. Considering thed

audiences ofdthe three television hetworks and Sixty Mirutes Wenner
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-attembted'to determine if the gratification items were additive,

in nature, with uarious exposure items;_ﬁ%‘predlct'media dependehcy .
Twelve gratification items'were used in the.study designed to rep--
resent three dimensions dlscussed by Palmgreen, et. al. These
dlmen51ons were: survelllance/entertalnment 1nterpersonal utllltv

| and paracsocial 1nteractlon. The gratlflcatlon sought items measured
respondents perceptlons oflneeds satlsfled Dy telev1slcn news.»ln
general. The gratlltcatlon obtained 1tems pertdined spe01chally

to Slxty.Mlnutes and the preferrad network news program. A helrar-’ )

- -

chlcal regression analysis-was’ used to test the additive propertles'
of the gratlflcatlon d1m nsions. The gratlflcatlon obtained items
were s1gn1flcant predlctors of media dependency, measured as re-

o sponses to the questlon how much would you miss Slxuy ‘Minutes if

~you had to miss 1t? However, demographlcs and medlakexposure were
‘the best predictors of dependenc§. Similar results were obtained
for the dependency on the Dreferred neuwork news p“ogram.

Utilizing the work of Flshbeln, Palmgreen and Rayburn (1982)

— suggested that gratlflcatlons sought were very similar to the

seeking behaV1or. Highly wvalued outcomes, or porcelved ou+comes, :
should produce more seeking behaylorS'than those outcomes that dre
not highly.valued. In terms of.the gratification sought/obtained
model if a person perceives highly desirable outcomes{(gratifica—
tlons sought) from a mediated message, “the rcsult will be an in-
creased 11k11hood of attending the message.. The results of a survey
of college undergraduates found that bellefs, as conceptuallzed by h

Fishbein, was the best predlctor of.teleVISlon news viewing;-

. ~
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gratifications sought were a function of beliefs.
/. Bantz (1982) attempted to exf)and the gratifications sought/
obtained model to the, diffsrentiation of channel andvmesSage. )
Bantz suggests that gratlflcatlon factor structures may differ de-
pending on the program watched on telev1s1on. Using 1tems generated
-from themes written by college students, Bantz deslgned two gques-
tionnaires. one questionnaire measured, gratifications sought from
specific teleV1slon programs and program types. The second concerned
perceptlons of telev1s1on, in general. The resultlng factor analys1s
of these two questlonnalres found similar factors for survelllance,
‘entertainment and voyeurism. The program soecific items also had
factors representlng;companlonshlp and ‘socidl resource or 1nter-4
personal utility dimensions. The medium spe01f1c results found one
dimension representlng easily availabile companlonshlp. However, the
two factor structures were statlstlcally similar. Bantz concludes_
that there are very few differences between program and channel
gfatlfqutlonS ‘as percelved by the v1ew§ng audlence. ,
A final study of the gratifications sought/obtalned model was
conducted by McLeod, @ybee and Durall (1982). Two weeks prior to
the 1976'presidentiar'election 'resbondents were asked a series |
of eleven items des1gned to measure gratlflcatlons sought from
televised polltlcal messages, eleven items (same 1tems as for
gratlflcatlons sought) measurlng why they watched the presidential
debates and the amount of time spent watching.the;debates,;The‘
resulting factor analysis of the‘gratifications1sought'revealedv
:the following d1mens1ons surveillance, .cntest:excitement and

Y
comnunlcatlon utlllty. The factor analys1s of the’ gratlflcatlons

i -
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\ obtained items also(found a”surveillance dimension, but incldded a
reinforcement element to the Sontest/eXCitement dimensions found’
for thejgratifications songht anal&sis. Relating the gratifiecation
items to' debate watching, nofrelationship was.foﬁnd for.gratifica-_
e tions}sobght.'A strong relationship was' found between watchingﬂthe
debates_and’gratifications obtained: Finally, correlations between
gratifications sought and those obtained were very strong, even
when debate watching was controlled
| The concluSion from research testing the gratiTications

_ sought/obtained model ¥’s that factors-resulting from the various
'studies arewfairly stable. Most studies found‘sdryeillance; inter-
personal'utility'and entertainment dimensions. Also, all the
’studies discussed above have used gratifications obtained” from

’ network programs. No research to date, has conSidered the relation—;
ship between the" model and programs produced on the local level.
Finally, many of the studies conducted , by Palmgreen and others have'
cons1dered d1screpancy scores as predlctors of media exposure, These
scores, " the differences between gratifications sought and obtained
represent the,perceived difference betweeanhat the audience expects
from .a_ program and what is actually received; Conceptually} this |
procedpre makes sense; if ajperson‘received exactly what was per-
ceived as obtainable:from'a program;'there shodld be‘no differences

:.between measures of gratificauions sought and obtained However, -

' problems do arise when non—v1ewers of these programs are considered.

To compute dlscrepancy scores for non—Viewers,}respondents are I .

~asked to "guess™ what gratifications m}ght be obtalned from programs

that they do not View. If the respondent doeo not v1ew the program,




a -
then perceptlons of poss1ble grat1f1catlons obtalnable from theA
program could not poss1bly be valid. Therefore, to determlne if

- efficacy of the gratlflcatlons sought/obtalned model for predicting
media exposure, one must use the factor rather than'discrepancy
scores as predlctors. The purpose of th1s study was to answer these
two problems. Spe01f1cally, the study was, des1gned to, determine if
the gratlflcatlons sought/obtalned model was, appllcable to tne
v1ew1ng of local telev1s1on news plograms. The second problem ‘was
to determlne 1f scales, constructed from factor analyses -of gratl—
f1catlons sought and obtained, could predlct telev1S1on news

viewing.

METHODOLOGY

\

A new television station in central. Illinois received a con-

\ . . -

 struction permit in‘1980. The licenseeﬂwas'to be a non-profit cor-
poration comprised of area church leaders'and laypersons. Proposed
programmlng was to consist of famlly orlented and religious offer—
1ngs. The station recelved much publlClty, first in. terms of a.
fund ra1s1ng campalgn and then because of varlous management prob-”
lems. The result’ was much VlSlblllty in the market. The target
audience, for the station was to be the: dlsenfranchlsed viewers
who desired altérnatives to commer01al television offerlngs. The
statlon eventually began operation in 1982, The programmlng did
feature religious offer1ngs and famlly or1ented programs such as-

. Lgazg EE“IQ Beaver..However, some falrly v1olent programs such as.‘
Combat were also aired.i -

@ratifications sought and obtalned’were measured in a two part

study]x?tudypl was conducted prior to the station-beginning opera-
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tion. Study II was conducted in 1983, aﬂter the station had an

opportunity to attract the' target audience and ostensibly meet:

their needs.
Study T
The study.was conducted in November 1979. Working fron a list
of randomly generated telephone numbers, 391 residents were contacted
by trained interviewers. Three hundred thirty-nine.respondents were

eventually interviewed resulting~in an adjusted completion rate of

87%. Each respondent was asked questions categorized as (1) media

use habits, (2) opinions of commerCial telev131on and (3) demogra-

phics.

Media Use Habits

1) Hours watched: respondents were asked how many hours their tele-
. . ; " : : 7

visions were in use durinz the average day. Responses ranged "rom

|

zero to ‘twenty-four hours.

: ‘2)1Family-Viewing: respondknts were also asked whether .or not their

N o / .
family watched, television /together. Responses were recorded as either
. . - : - — .

]

es or no.
y

3) Famlly Programming Index (FPI) ‘The networks-and local television

stations do still seem to have an unofficial policy of reserving the

_’"early prime time hours“ for programming suitable for v1ew1ng b

families with younger children. Respondents were asked\to list their

family's three favorite teleVision programs. When a respondent

' listed a program that aired during these "family hours’" 1t was

aSSigned a value of'one gl). Thus, for’each respondenﬁ(/a score
ranging from zero to threepwaS'obtained to represent‘the VieWing

of family oriented television programs.

10 . s- ' A\A:. A. - S‘ . ¢ :



. . 4
: “ 9.

L) Rellglous Programming’ Index (RPI) Respondents'were asked
whether or not ‘“their famlly ever watches the PTL Club, the 700 Club
the Chr1st1an Broadcastlng Network or Siunday mornlng worsh1p ser-
v1ces.‘0ne polntnwas*ass1gned for each‘programaor program type

watched:'The total score possible on this index was’ four.

Attitudes ToWard=Commercial'Televisicn=Content o X ' l A

Utlllz1ng five pblnt Likert-type scales, respondents were asked
whether they agreed or d1sagreed with each of the follow1ng state-
_ments: there 1s too much. rellglon on television; there is too much
violence on telev1s1on; there 1is too much sex on»televislon; and there
are too many advertisements on television. In addition, respondents~
* were asked to! g1ve their general 1mpress1ons of commer01al telev1sion
content The open-ended responses were then cla ss1f1ed as being e1ther

favorable, unfavorable or neutral.

bemographics

)'Education and ave“mere measured on interval scales,~The range
‘was from less than a hlgh school educatlon to at least some graduate
education - Age ranged from e1ghteen and over. The number of chlldren
living at home-mas also.recorded. ‘

Degendent Variables

Pl

The.dependent'measures‘Were the perceived-neew;lor the proDosed

v -
television station in terms of religious and family programs. The

ol

:specific'questions were: Channel 43 says.that their programming wlli

v
\

.consist of ‘a different type of religious'programmingﬁfrom what's
available tOday. Do you feel that there is a need for: such program—~

ming? Second. Channel 43'says'that their programming will consist'ﬁ

of a different type of family programming from what is available




Gratification Measures
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today. Do you feel that there is a need for such programming? Re-

sponses were recorded as either yes or no.

4

* Study IT .
The second study was conduoted in April'igﬁj. A total of koo
randomly selected residents in the szme oentral Illinois'location

as Study I were 1n1t1a11y contacted...The total sample cons1sted of"

296 r spondents.,The adjusted completlon rate was’ 83%. Essentlally

the same variables as discussed above were used to determ;ne’egalu—
ations of television and the viewing of commercially produced pro-

grams. B -

!

. “Because the nature of Study II was to determlne the gratifica=

tlons served by the news offered by the - telev1s1on station, the

-~ -8
!

_ gratifications sought and obtalned items developed-by Palmgreen,

~

L Stud ST N . ) B

'Wenner and Rayburn were used., Respondents were first asked the 15

'1tems as they pertalned to gratlflcatlons sought from telev1s1on

news,-ln general Somewhat later 1n the 1nterv1ew, respondents who

"clalmed to watch the 1ocal telev1s1on news program were also asked

a

the same 15 1tems. thls tlme-ln terms .0f how the program satisfied -
the1r needs. Because of the valldlty problems noted above, respon-
dents not watchlng thlS program were not asked to "guess" what

gratlflcatlons they would likely obtaln 1f they watched the PrOgram_*‘

-These 1tems were then 1ndependently. submltted “to facﬁor\analys1s

N | B \ ~.
to detegmlne the validity of the proposed d1mens1ons.f. . \

'RESULTS

Gratlflcatlons sought as defined in Study'f,'included evalua-,

¢

“adn
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tions of commercial television. Fifty-four per cent of the respon-
dents had an overall negativwe view of television; 47% felt that

there was too much sex on teiévision; 69% felt that there was too

Y

much violence on television; 84% felt that there were too many ad-
vertisements;” and 79% disagreed thaﬁ,there was too much religion
available on felevision. Considering.phese variables as a cru@e
measure of grétificafions sought from commercial television, 6ne
cénclusion would be that a‘significant number of respondents felt
at ieast'some‘need for an alternative source of entertainment on
television., |

A In support of this conciusion, 4% of the respondents‘felt
that there was a need for a:televisidn sfation in the lécal market.
Finally,ZHZ% thought that a need existed for religious'programs:
préposednby the. station; 65% felt a need for family'programs as
adve?tised in promotional campaigns.

>The precediﬁg analysis ;uggests;}hat thé market was comp;ised

- df'a‘substantial number .of television viewers théf wére»unhéppy

with what was available on commercial television. Further, many of

[ad
57 -

these "disenfrancﬁised Qiewers" desired prograﬁ; such as those pro-
iposed by the hew televisiod station. Based on this conclusion, an‘
attempt was\made to differenfiaﬁe respondents who felt a Qeéd for

- religious programs from those not expressing such a need. Second,
respondents seeking family programs were differentiated from those
not interested in such a gratification. These differéntiafions‘
were accomplished in fw07 independent discriminant énalysés.'The

results of these analyses can be found in Tables 1 and 2. =

13 .
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A stepwise, discriminant analysis using varimax rotation in- :

v

cluded the various independent variables discussed in the preceding

section to differentiate respoﬁdents seeking gratifications for\re— :
J -
llglous and famlly programs. The data presented in Table 1 concern

preferences for rellglous programs. The standardized canonical '?
coeff1c1ents indicate the relatlve predlctlve power of the four
varlables included in the dlsorlmlnant equatlon. These coeff1c1ents./

indicate that respondents preférrlng religious programs dlsagreed

~

that there was too much religion on television, there was a deflnlte‘
need for a statlon in the local market, did not watch rellglous |
programs such as the PTL Club and thought that there was too ‘much

sex on te{ev1s1on..The strongest independent predlctor of such needs,

or gratifications sought from television, was a need for a station

he
-

such as the one proposed for the ‘market. The second bést,predictor,
relatiVe to the other variables in the equation, was the disagree-

ment W1th the statement that there was too much rellglonfon tele-

-

vision today. Finally, the failure to watch rellglous programs and

7

evaluatlons of sex on commerc1al television were the least influen=

_ tial in this analys1s. , R ,
-~
The second column of data presented in-Table 1 shows the struc-

ture coefficients, or,correlations betweéen the variables and the

'discr}minant function. These correlations are important because they

show the individual contribution of a variable to an equation, i
. ) . / ' ) .
without controlling“for the effects of .the other variables in the

;-
3
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equation such as the standardiaed'coefficients. A comparison of
these correlations support the analysis of relative predictive
strength of each variable as noted above. However, the unstandar— >
dized correlation of watching religious programs is much higher‘ ‘
than the standardized coeff101ent This difference can be explained
by the correlation between some of the indeDendent'variables. How_
ever,hthis difference does not,obviate.the conclusion that percep;
tions of religious programs and sex on teleyision are the primary -
discriminators_between respondents;seeking religious gratifications.

from television.

[

J

- Table 2 presents data differentiating respondents who desire
family oriented programs such as those proposed by the station from.
those without such needs. The best predictor in‘this_equation is
the evaluation that there is too much violence on television, today.
The second most important variable to make an ‘independent conttibu-
tion to the eqﬁation was a need for the station..Failure to watch
religious programs on television and the disagreeﬁent that there is

-* too much religion on television are third in predictive powers.,
Finally, hav1ng at least one child in the home.was the fifth varia-
ble in the}equation. " L,
Considering unstandardized coefficients, the'strenéth of
watching religious'prognamsbis increased dranaticaliy; whereas
there is some'decrease in the importance of evaluations of violence
on telev1sxon, the need for the station and the presence of child—
-ren in the home. This portion of the analysis indicates that eval-

uations of violence 'and the failure to watch religious programs are

the best descriptors of the function. This is not to say that they

15
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. are the best predlctors. Such information can only be deduced from

the standardlzed coefflclents.

Study IT

Fifty-one per cent of the respondents contacted in 1983 re-
ported watching the local station at 1east one honr a day.:Seventy—
one per cent of the respon%ents who watched .the station also.watched-
.at least one news program per week. Considering gratifications'
sought‘in‘terms of the need for religious and family programming,
. repeating the two ouestions asked in Study i,‘49% of the respondents
felt there was a need,for religious programs} 35% thonght that the
station had met its goal in.this area of programming. Eighty-two per
cent of the respondents felt that there was a need for family pro-
grams such as those proposedfby the station. However, 56% felt that

3

this need was met by the station. In terms of gratifications sought
. ¢

and obtained, there seems to be a difference in what the audience
waﬁted tneir perceived need forvthose two types of programs, and

. what was actually obtained from the station.

Table 3 presents the correlatlon matrlx for the Palmgreen, et.

‘al.,grafﬁflcatlon sought and obtained measures. These correlatlons

BN ry

only include the viewers of at"least one newscast on the station
! 7

per week as respondents not viewing the program were not asked to
"guess" what-gratifications could be obtained by watching it. Of

the 15 comparisons, only three correlations between the appropriate

gratification sought and the gratification obtained wasfthe highest
\

compared to the other correlatlons in each row. For example, the
item related to information concerning the hlgher prlces (the top

left corner of the table), was most corre 1ated with the gratifica=

- l

S
16 -
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sion soUght concerning.higher prices than with any of the other 14
obtained items in the row. Using statistical significance as a
barometer of the relationships displayed in Table -3, 114 ot 225

correlations met the alpha criterion of 05

OSSR
; N
Table 3 about here

e 8 - ;- e - . e " = . e .

Tables 4 +through 6 show the various factor analyses that .were |
performed on the gratifications sought and obtained, A varimax roi‘
tation was used. Criteria for accepting an item was aﬂprimary
loading of .40 or greater-With'secondary loadings of less than .40.
The optimum'number of factors wasodetermined by the_scree‘test for
items with an eigenvalue of at least 1.00. '

The data presented in Table 4 represent responses from all
respondents on-the‘gratifications sought.itemsﬂ Two factors were
fonnd in this anal&sis- Actions and Entertainment. Items in the
Actions factor included’ watching teleViSion news to make dec1s1ons
about issues,'to keep up with current issues,'to learn about issues
that affect the respondent and -to keep informed about government
officials., This factor combines the-typical surveillance items snch
-as to keep up with current events, with those issues that affect '
the respondent or assist in making up ones mind

The second factor consists of items that tap “the Entertainment ’
‘function of telev1s1dn news. The four items that describe this dl—:l
vmension inglude Watcning television news for; dramatic reasons,
,entertainment value, comparing ideas and excitement. Only the idea
comparison item does not fit the_entertainment description o} this‘

- //

\)‘l » K ’ \‘“-_ 1?“/_-‘ ) . | }
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dlmens1on. Poss1bly items that are entertalnlng‘also have some

utlllty for these rospondents.

The data 1n Taole 5 represent gratlflcatlons sought by those

'respondents actually watching the. news progrém on the local tele-

::?1S1on station. A s1m11arﬁstructure to the one displayed in Table

4 was obtained in this-analysis.»The first'ﬁaptor, Actions, was
comprised of the same four items found in the first analysis, plus
+wo addltlonal items measurlng the need for 1nformatlon to support
v1ewp01nts to others and the need to compare 1deas with those of

the comantator. The basic dlfference between the first factor in

these two analyses is that news viewers have a need to get 1nforma—

tion and to use. it in 1nterpersona; settings. This factor is a ‘
combinationfof surveillance and interpersonal util;xy. ‘ o

The second fgctor displayed in Table 5 was labelled Excltement
because it only has. two ilems 1so 1ncLuded in the first factqr

analysis, These itéms indicated that respondents watched the news

. for excitement and entertainment. There was no need for comparisons

bf ideas, nor.- did news viewers feel a need for drama in. the news.

-Data presented 1n Table 6 1nclude what gratlflcatlons were

- obtalned by - news v1ewers. The flrst Opinion, factor in this ana—

lys1s was ‘somewhat dlfferent from those obtalned in the analyses of

gratifications sought. The three items in“this factor sugges+ that
some respondents watched the local newscast to keep up w1th current

nformatlon, but to also support v1ewp01nts w1th others and to pass

. . ) X N .
. , -
! ’ . ’ 18 )
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along information. Not only does’ the news help to formulate opinions o
on current issues for these people,:but_aiso to influence or at
least help to communicate this information to other people.

The -second factor in this analysis was Entertainment, HOWever.
this dimension’ differed from those in the preceding two analySes in
that these respondents also used information presented in the local
‘newscast to make up their‘minds and to find out about issues that
arelikely to affect them. So, not only do these reSpondents watch

for entertainment but also for the utility of the information.

“oane

—— ————— ——— o ——— o —— ——— — s > = - .
. @

The final analyses, presented in Tables 7 and 8, shoy how the
\
various independent variables differentiate between v1ewers\of the

local station and its newscast from the non-viewers. In addition to
/.

the independent variables used in the analySes in Study L, scales

were computed representing the factors discussed above us1ng the

M

Iformula developed by Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner and” Bent (1975).
f The discriminant analys1s presented in Table 7 includes six predic~
| tors -for genefal station viewers., The?best‘predictor was perceptions .
of whether the station has met its goal to presggzlﬁamily prqgrans.
n

.A positive sign on a coefficient indicates.tha v'ewers felt that

“the station had not met this'goal Further the‘second Dbest predic—

tor indicates that these same: Viewers do not perceive a need for’ the

>
vy S ..\ s

station. The final four predictors. bout ‘equal in their discrimi-
S .

o nating powers, syggest that viewers wajtch more commerCial telévision

than non—v1ewers, do not watch teleVision as a family, disagree thatf

w - L a : . »

o
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there are too.maﬁy commercials on_televisioh, and do not watch
religioue programs such as the PTL Club. The unstandardized coef-
ficients do not sdbstahtialiy change the‘analyéie.H 5

—— . ——— - ———— — T e —— - — -

.
2 . 4 o

The data in Table 8 show the discrimination of news viewers_
ffom non-viewers. News Qiewers_are best described as feSpondents
who do ﬁot’watch religious dregrams, do, not feel a need for famiij
programs and do not belleve that the lgcal station has met its goal
of offerlng ‘famiiy orlented programs. This conclusion is- supporteéd

by both the standardized and‘unstandardized coefficients.

'  DISCUSSION

| A comparison'bf the data cbtained from Study I and Study"IIA
suggests that- the respendents sﬁr&“yed both.before and after the
preposed station.begag broadcasting feit that there was a need for
such a -station and that need invplved the offering~of beth feligious
and family ofiented programs. The results of the two discriminaht
analyses predicting the need.fe; these programs ciearly indicated

. ~ .
that there"was a substantial potential audience for these types of

\

proérams. These respondents were. elearly‘diéenfranchised by commer-

\Clal telev131on. They felt that there was a deflnlte need for a

\ -

\statlon, espe01ally one that advocated famlly orlented and rellglous
\
programs. Further, they felt that there was too much sex and v1olence

/
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on televis1on. However, the results of Study II clearly suggests

-that these needs, or gratifications sought from the station, have

¢

not been met. These opinions are manlfested in the two discriminant
an%iyseS-differentiating viewers of the station, in general, and its
news program-from nonﬂviewers.2Genera1“viewers seem to he wuch like
the viewers of commer01al telev1s10n = they watch more television

%
than non—Viewers of the station. Further, viewers do not perceive.a

need for the station*nor its initial-ideé presenting family programs.

This finding is not surprising because-viewers of the station tended

‘not to view teleVision w1th their families. Viewers obviously do not

'watch many religious programs, indicat¥ng the 1ack of a need for

additlonal programming in this area.

‘These results can be explained in terms of the ownership.of the
station. Just prior: to conducting Study II the station was sold'
changing itz ewatus ‘from non proxit to .profit orientation. However,

[1d

none of the programming of, accordlng to ‘the new owners, the pro-

-

gramming philosophy, was tq'be changed« Regardless, the viewers df

the station perceive‘it as just.another television station-offering-

programs similar to ones already available from commercial stations.

The station is not meeting the needs of the disenfranchised audi.ence

it originally desired to serve. .

o " ~

News viewers were not much different then:the,general viewers
of the station. Because the station dffers the only'conmercial;. :
televised newscast;in the cemmunityg it should be an impdrtantNSdurcep,
of'information'fdr'its'viewers. However, ndne efithe gratiTiéatipnsb
sought nor obtained scales were predigiors in the news VieWing

—

equation (Table 8). This finding has three implications. First, and «

. 2i .
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most likely, - is that local news programs: can not be measured by the --°
'1tems developed by Palmgreen, et. al. Although news vlewers had

much the same perceptlons of gratlflcatlons sought and cbtalned as ‘:
'general-teleV1s1on v1ewers,"these perceptlons were nct manlfested
._.in_viewgng_habitsﬁ.Clearly, they: watched the newscast for other-
—»reasons not tapped by these scales. . ’

The second 1mpllcat10n of” these results is that gratlflcatlons /

‘;sought and obta1ned are not. valld pred1ctors of news viewing behav10rs

-
£

1n general Desp1te the flndlngs of some previous studies 1n thls

H

. area, the ‘scale scores;“as operatlonallzed in theepresent study; did
not pred1ct viewing hab1ts. Poss1bly, if discrepancy scbres, as used
'by Palmgreen and his assoc1ates, were used as pred1ctors the valldlty
" of the gratlflcatlons sought/obtalned modél would have been verified.

For reasons stated above, th1s procedure has no face valldlty. How

would respondents who do not watch the program be able to "guess" at

4 -

what gratlflcatlons they might obtaln Af they were to watch it?

The th1rd 1mpllCct10n is that the audlence for local newscasts

+
is not active 1n thé’ same sense as conceptuallzed in the uses and

<

gratlflcatlons approach Swanson (1977) suggests that perceptlons

of the medla_and eXpectatlons of eventual gratifications of needs ig

<

“crucial to the uses and gratlfications~approach. This same'conclu-
‘sion can be posited for«the gratifications sought/obtained'model.
‘The users of the mass med1a obv1ously have certain perceptlons of

"the content and also belleve that certaln medla use behav1ors can .

v

_gratlfy some needs; The gratlflcatlons sought/obtalned model seems

~

to- accurately measure at least some of" these perce1ved n\eds and

.

the ability of the media to satlsfy them. However, accordlng to the

ps
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results of the present study; these perceptlons doonot lead to . the
viewing of local news programs. Poss1bly, the local news audlence
does not select programs based on percelved needs. This audlence
may not be active in the same sense as. the audience in the Palmgreen
studies that determined gratlflcatlons'sought,and obtained from .
vnetwork programs. o : |

Supportlng the'xesearch of Palmgreen and’ others were the factor,
,structures optalned in Study II.‘Although the five dlmens;ons were
’not validated; there was much ‘similarity or srability of the‘dimen—
»\sions that were found. Tnese results indicate that people waton'

local n@Ms‘forvinformation abouf current issues wdth a desire to
communicate this information to other people._Essentially, this
d1menslon ig' a comblnaflon of survelllance and 1nterpersonal utlllty.
" The second d1mens1on, entertalnment/ex01tement suggests,aas do
prev1ous studles, -that many people watch local as well as other

news programs, for other reasons than just information. News v1ewers
seek and eventually obtaln-entertalnment'from news. |

Thebresults of the faotor‘analyses also add some support'for

the gratlflcatlons sought/obtalned model There was a hlgh degree
of slmllarlfy among -structures. comparlng mnat news viewers seek
from a local newscast and what they obtaln from actuvally watchlng
it. .Unfortunately, these‘perceptions are.not.manifested in the
actual v1eW1ng of the program.;

‘ The conclnslon concernlng the efflcacy.of the gratlflcatlons
sought/obtalned model is clear from the res@&ts of these studies. _d

Flrst people do have spe01flc perceptlons of what they want from

'cvtelev1slon. In terms of the local telev1s1on statlon, respondents”
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felt a need, or sought a gratific-tion, for family and reiigious

N,
~

programs. ' forti ately, these fications were not obta1ned.

. Secona, the- measures of gratlflcatlons sought and obtalned developed .

by Palmgreen, et. al., are very stable representatlons of what people
perceive television news to be, in general, ‘and»what‘they obtain fron
watchlng it. However, these perceptlons have no predictive ability

whenkmatched w1th med1a exposure or the actual v1ew1ng qg “the program.
-Therefore,‘lf this model is to have any utlllty for applylng the uses

and gratlflcatlons approach to the usé of the local medla, new, items
must be constructed. Future studies should concentrate on how people
perceive local television newscasts and how these perceptlons lead
them to’watch theuprogram; For‘example, some news viewers mayvselect.
a local newscaSt,beeaBse’it_is'the anly programm%ng_availablejat" |
éertain times in t“eir'respective . kets. They'reallv.have little
interest in the news as a source ofjinformation, hnt merely 1ea$e '
the television\set on between entertainment programs. Others:may,
-selectinews programs based on the personalities of the conmentators,
or the applications:of technological advances-‘such as weather.radar
or.live remote“hroadcasts. The Palmgreen items do not tap these di-
mensions.lAlso m%ssing’from;their items, that may be only applicable
to the viewing of local newscasts, are the needs for weather‘and )
sports information. ﬁ;tional network-programs do not ordinarily’
offer such 1nformatlon. Future stud1es applylng the gratifications -

sought/obtalned model should cons1der these issues. s &
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TABLE 1
DISCRIMTNANT ANALYSIS DIFFERENTIQTING\
PEOPLE DESIRING RELIGIOUS PROGRAMS
FROM THOSE WITHOUT. SUCH DESIRES FOR STUDY i1 -

Standardized Unstandardized
Canonical Structure
Coefficients Coefficients
Too Much Religion .55 ! .59
* Need Station o S .62 . .54
Religious Television. ‘ 39 - / .51
‘Too Much Sex e -3z -.39
< i

NOTE: Wilk's Lambda = .79 Can_onical Correlation = .46, pS.OS

TABLE 2 |
< DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS DIFFERENTIATING
PEOPLE DESIRING FAMILY PROGRAMS

-

_FROM THOSE WITHOUT SUCH DESIRES FOR STUDY I

Standardized a Unstandardized

Canonical . Structure

Coefficients Coefficients
Too Much V{olence , .59 -.54
»,,Re1ig1ous'Television~ S _.43 ) .53
*Need Station | .50 .43
"Too Much Rel%gién ; 42 gy
cnj)dren L .27 | -.20

~

NOTE: Wilk's Lambda = .82; Canonical Correlation = .43; p €.05.
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iABLE 3
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN GRATIFICATIONS SOUGHT AND GRATIFICATIONS PECEIVED

higher Issues Make  Humn éurrent Reportcrs Enter- View- Compare Issue, Pass  Gov.

Prices Telk  Mind Guality Issues Oramatic Penple tatning Trust points  Ideas Effect Info Offictals Excitung
Kigher ' . o | ;
Prices A5 .08 -0 20 0 400 RV | LR T [ TR | J60 2 09 A0
I5sues - :

CTalk S LI LA A T U 1 03 L e 3 .08 Q5.8 .00 13

Make , " '
Ming A - 2 ke A4 Jdl00 W 0 P LN YL U By,
Human

Quality 2 .JS‘ | A L [ N 1 S LS 1N | S 1 LS L 28

{urrent .

[ssues L ) I | ) B L NN | Y C Y VR
Dramatic L L T T TR N R A s N T O R |
{ ) , .
Reporters o o . | |
People g e v O AN | (T I LT CRNT B A
Utertaining 08" 15 .9 1 <00 -@ M 3 0 W 05w a0 8
Trust Y | )L " TN N R ) ("
Viewalts 26 . 02 0§ 00 20 . W M g Mo e s
Compare ' .
Mees I N | Y (/NN £ NN BN | SN\ S S T TR | 0
1$5ues | . : ‘

" Effect N i) N Y R B 11 (LR R N . A K2
Pass ‘ | ‘ - -
Infa, L | N Y N YL BN TS T S A g

Gov. Offictals 240 220 16 10 42 .1 L | | L | RN U1 -0

Exciting A L Y R N e R 3
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TABLE 4
FACTOR STRUCTURE OF GRATIFICATIONS
FOR ALL RESPONDENTS

Actions Entertainment

Higher Prices. - .08 .02
Issues fa]k ‘. , .07 .22
Make Mind W51 L
Human Quality R .23
| Current lssues : .§2* -.07
Dramatic - -4 57

Reporters People - -.07 %
Entertaining | -.06 : .52*

Trust . R -.04
Viewpoints . .26 .34
Compare ldeas | .28 | .40
Issues Effects | . .65* o 1
Pass Info. a2 - .29
Government Offfcials -  .48% .06
Exciting - - , .05 ' . .B62%

*Met loading criterion of +.40 N
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TABLE, 5
S u
FACTOR STRUCTURE' OF -GRATTF ICATIONS
SOUGHT FOR NEWS VIEWERS

1

,.l* Lo " y E Actions - Excitement
Higher Prices  © .28 .08
Issues Talk : a7 o1

4 Make Mind . 43* .01
 Human Quality ., . .1 .25
| Current. Issues 1 " 43 ~.19
Dramatié _ Jd2 L .35
Reporters People ' .04 | 30 -«
"Entertainiﬁg o -.08 .48*
Trust - B .06
Viewpoints ‘ S1* .f4
Comparevldeas - .50* .25
Issues Effects I X ) .09
Pass Info. .28 213
Government Officials 57% .00
Exciting : L .18 .80

*Met Toading criterién of +.40
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TABLE 6

FACTOR STRUCTURE OF GRATIFICATIO&S

OBTAINEDfFOR NEWS VIEWERS

Opinion Eﬁtertainment

Higher P[fces', ) ‘.22 _ .20
Issues Talk 33 .09
Make Mind ., 17 ‘ .43
Human Quality / 06 .06 .
Currenthiésues, 62% 1

 Dramatic o7 - T
Reporters People .08 ' .64
Entertaining ’ a8 N
Trust .0p -.01
Viewpojnts .gZ* .3

' Compare Ideas 35 .29
Issue Effects ~ -1 .46*

" Pass Info. 54+ .05
Governmgnt‘oéfﬁcials . .09 .05
Exciting o 0. 7 .59;

*Met loading criterion of +.40

-
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. DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS DIFFERENTIATING

. TABLE 7

STATION VIEWERS FROM NON-VIEWERS

Standardized  Unstandardized

i Canonical ~ Structure
Coefficients. ngffjcients
Television Viewing | -.21 :-.24
Match as Family ' S8t . .36
Too Many Advertisements_ | 24 | i :2?,H ,
Religious Programs -.22 Y ‘f “
Need Station | a2 T B4 ﬁ .

Met Family Goal - .67 N 7!

NOTE: Wilk's Lambda = .817; Canonical Correlation = .43; p<.05

TABLE 8 N
{_ . ... BISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS DIFFERENTIATING

L

NEWS VIEWERS FROM NON-VIEWERS

Standardized Unstandardi zed

0 S o ~«  Canonical Structure
: Coefficients Coefficients
" Religious Programs -.61 -.61.
{  Meed Family Programs . .58 - .70
~ Met Family Goal .39 & .56
NOTE: Wilk's Lambda = .925; Canonical Correlation = .27; p<.05
N hY : .
- . 1 : ) v~




